This article examines the issue of rising working hours for high status white-collar workers (e.g. professionals, managers, knowledge workers) in light of the increased use of normative control in organizations. Temporal organizational boundaries, the boundaries which serve to distinguish between an individual's work and non-work domains, are influenced by factors such as managerial behavior, organizational controls and societal and professional norms. Increasingly these organizational controls are normative rather than instrumental in nature. Since normative control is less obtrusive, individuals tend to be less aware of it. Changes in technology and practice have at the same time served to make organizational boundaries less definable, more flexible, and more permeable. It is proposed that further study is needed to examine how individuals make sense of organizational control, especially normative control, in determining their temporal organizational boundaries.
Introduction
The increase in working time among knowledge workers over the last two decades is situated in a number of phenomena. First, the competitive environment of business has grown more intense due to changes in technology, globalized competition, and reduced regulation (Barkema, Baum, and Mannix, 2002) . Second, organizational boundaries have become less well-defined due to the greater autonomy granted workers in higher status occupations and changing social norms which have allowed work and non-work spheres to become more intermingled. Third, organizational control has shifted from being instrumental, based on rewards and monitoring, to normative, based on conforming to and adopting accepted values and behavior, and thus exerting selfcontrol.
I propose that more research is needed to understand how knowledge workers makes sense of organizational control, and temporal boundary control in particular. The problem of managing knowledge workers has been noted by Perlow (1998) and she has highlighted that due to the open-ended nature of the work, it is difficult for a manager to carefully specify a subordinate's task beforehand and to evaluate the results after the fact (also Drucker, 1993) . Thus organizations have tended to focus more on normative control of knowledge workers where the worker adapts the organizations goals, values, and behaviors as their own (Alvesson and Deetz, 1996; Hardy and Clegg, 1996) .
Research questions
Research in this area needs to examine how people consciously reflect on their temporal organizational boundaries and thus how they perceive organizational control.
Organizational control can be exerted in various ways. Bureaucratic organizations have traditionally relied on instrumental control methods including the use of rewards and punishments for meeting organizational objectives and systems of monitoring and evaluating performance against standards (Etzioni, 1961) . Increasingly in modern organizations, normative controls are used. These normative controls can become instrumental again as groups who have bought into the organizational values and goals exert concertive control on each other (Barker, 1993) .
Thus the primary research question is:
How do individuals make sense of temporal organizational boundary control?
This question is important since much compliance with organizational control is believed to occur unconsciously (Lukes, 1974; Ranson et al., 1980) . Critical theorists see individuals as unwittingly accepting organizational values and reaching a false consensus with their organizations regarding which values and goals are important, even if these values and goals do not reflect their own best interests. This perspective suggests that individuals are largely unaware of normative controls, although possibly still aware of instrumental controls. However, Alvesson and Willmott (1992) note the paradox of emancipation from normative control in that emancipation can be costly. Individuals may be unwilling to give up rewards that they value in order to be free of organizational domination.
Previous research in this area has been lacking in the following ways. First, much of the writing is at a theoretical level noting the rise in use and effectiveness of normative controls in organizations (e.g. Alvesson & Deetz, 1996; Hardy & Clegg, 1996) . Second where the research has studied the effect of organizational control (particularly normative) on individuals it has generally not been self-reflective in that while individuals have been interviewed and observed to see how they react to organizational control, the interpretation of these responses has largely been left to the researchers (e.g. Casey, 1999; Gabriel, 1999; Kunda, 1992; Perlow, 1998) .
Third, the possibility that individuals understand the way in which they are being indoctrinated into a false consensus by the organizational culture and norms, but that they willingly accept this false consensus having given thought to the costs of not accepting it, has not been explored.
Often individuals give little thought to temporal organizational boundaries. For instance, Robinson (1997) found that people generally overestimated their hours of work, where initial estimates of working hours were compared with more precise time diary results. In some cases work can be so all encompassing that there is little else to present another sphere to the work sphere (Gorz, 1989) . In other cases non-work pressures may impose themselves on the A structuralist view of organizational control proposes that people work long hours because the economic system demands it (Braverman, 1974) . In a competitive environment if the individual doesn't comply with organizational demands they can be replaced by someone else who will.
The 1990s saw more awareness of the lack of job security for individuals even in high status positions (e.g professionals, managers, knowledge workers), thus reducing the individual's feelings of power to resist organizational demands. On the other hand, these high status workers are relatively privileged compared to blue collar and unskilled labor. They have more freedom to define how, when, and where, they will carry out their task (Drucker, 1993) . Thus individuals will likely express a range of feelings. Thus:
How and to what extend do individuals feel relative autonomy or dependence in their work domain?
How do individuals make sense of their relative control or independence?
Regardless of individuals' perceptions of organizational control, they will somehow react to organizational controls. Even those employees who feel relatively dependent on the organization, will find areas or opportunities to resist organizational demands. Thus:
How do individuals react to organizational control? How do they exhibit compliance and resistance?
The key gap in the literature that needs to be examined is how the individual makes sense of the temporal organizational boundary control that he or she is experiencing. Critical theory suggests that the individual is unaware of being controlled having been indoctrinated in the organizations culture. Positivist theory suggests that the individual has made a rational decision about the rewards to be gained from complying organizational demands. Labor process theory suggests that the individual while making rational decision, has little choice but to comply, given the structure of the economic system. Previous research has shown that normative control systems are effective in controlling the behavior of high status workers (Peters and Waterman, 1984; Casey, 1999) , but that instrumental control is still important as well (Perlow, 1998) . While previous research shows how people respond to organization control, none of it allows the subjects to speak for themselves, in order to get an understanding of how they perceive and interpret the control systems that they are subject to.
Taking Perlow's (1998) case as an example, organizational control is seen to be carried out by modeling behavior, directing, and monitoring. Subordinates are seen as either compliant or resistance, with resistant employees acknowledging the cost of resistance in terms of career progress and rewards. What is not examined here (or elsewhere) is how individuals perceive these methods of control, or if they are even acknowledged. Take for example, the managerial behavior of staying late. This could be seen as modeling behavior (manager is setting an example), as directing behavior (manager calls a late meeting, forcing people to stay), or as monitoring behavior (manager is seeing who else is staying late). The subordinate could interpret this action in a variety of ways:
• The subordinate may or may not be aware that the boss is staying late;
• If aware, the subordinate may not even recognize that this means anything;
• The subordinate could interpret the behavior positively as being supportive;
• The subordinate could interpret the interpret negatively as controlling or manipulative;
• If aware of controlling behavior, the subordinate could see it as modeling, directive, or monitoring behavior; Thus, prior research acknowledges the existence of control, both normative and instrumental, and that individuals react to it with degrees of compliance or resistance, but we know little about how individuals interpret this control.
I have chosen temporal organizational boundaries as the terrain in which to examine organizational control since the boundaries in contemporary organizations and especially for knowledge workers, are relatively flexible and permeable, and thus represent a highly contestable terrain in which to examine various understandings of and reactions to organizational control. Given the relative economic advantage and organizational autonomy of these individuals it is interesting that in general they have been choosing to commit more time to work, rather than less.
Literature review
The literature review for this proposed research touches on the following areas. First, a brief look at the trends in working time, since working time or the temporal organizational boundary, is the contested terrain that I am examining in this study. Since working time constitutes a major part of our existence it should be an important phenomenon to study. I follow this with a section on preferences for working hours, since it is not clear whether people in general are satisfied working as much as (or as little as) they do. Labor is not generally a commodity that can be sold in variable amounts as preferred, rather organizations (buyers of labor) prefer a predictable supply in standard units (e.g. 8 hours per day, 40 hours per week, 50 weeks per year) or may make further demands for flexibility or extension to suit the organizations needs.
Next I review the literature on organizational control. This review is dominated by a critical theory perspective on power which extends the traditional literature on organizational control, based on instrumental controls such as reward and punishment, monitoring, and rules and procedures to a growing body of literature on normative control methods such as the use of organizational culture to a largely critical body of literature on normative control, such as the use of organizational culture and the embeddedness of organizational values in everyday life. This form of control is important to look at since it use in organizations is expanding, and yet the methods of control are generally less apparent to those being controlled.
Next I look at the literature on boundary creation and organizational boundary control. It is important to look at boundary creation since this is the frontier at which control over working time, in the case of temporal boundaries, is contested. The literature on organizational boundary control is limited, but provides … The final section describes the unique organizational issues facing knowledge workers. I have chosen to study knowledge workers since they typically have a great deal of organizational autonomy and economic power. This means that first of all they typically have poorly defined organizational boundaries, thus understanding of the temporal boundary is an interesting problem. Secondly, the nature of their work means that are subject more to the less obtrusive normative controls than to more obvious instrumental controls. Again the understanding how and to what degree the individuals are aware of control is an interesting problem. Thirdly, knowledge workers have a relatively high degree of economic power. This means that where the temporal boundaries are contested, there is at least some opportunity for the individual to contest the organizational demands.
History of work time
Working time is a representation of the extent of the temporal organizational boundary. The long working hours of high status workers is significant given that they are high both in historical context and in relation to other occupational groups i . Normal working hours have varied historically. In pre-industrial times, estimates of working hours vary from 1440 to 2300 hour per years, with lower estimate very common. Sahlins (1972) found similar low working hours for hunting and gathering tribes. With the industrial revolution, working hours rose to 3100 to 3600 hours per year (Schor, 1993 (Hunnicut, 1988) .
Since 1960, average working hours have been constant. However since 1980 there has been growing polarization in the distribution of work hours, with more people working long hours along with more people working part-time (or less than 35 hours per week) (Drolet et al., 1997; Sunter & Morissette, 1994) . In particular working hours have increased for professionals and managers (Rones et al., 1997; Roberts & Rupert, 1995; Robinson & Godbey, 1997; Schor, 1993) .
For those with college education, 40% of men and 25% of women work more than 50 hours per week (Jacobs & Gerson, 1998) .
While this research tends to examine organizational control in affecting individuals temporal organizational boundaries, there are other factors, put forward by economics scholars (especially Schor, 1992) . They have attempted to explain the rise in working hours as being due to increased organizational demands imposed on the individual as well as individuals' own increased demands for income arising from increased consumption. Organizational scholars have explained the long work hours both in terms of organizational demands and in terms of individual preferences (e.g. Perlow, 1998; Hochschild, 1993) . Schor (1993) contends that the rising work hours are partly due to individual choice and partly due to organizational pressure. The individual's choice is seen by these theorists to be largely influenced by social pressure to consume increasing quantities of products and services, which in turn makes them more dependent on organizational compensation. The organizational pressure is influenced by the large fixed costs associated with each worker (e.g. benefits, pensions, training, recruiting, communication) and which means it is more productive to get more output from each existing worker rather than increase the number of workers. Rising working hours are also considered to be caused by downsizing that has occurred and the resulting job insecurity that has been felt by those who are left behind (Harrison & Bluestone, 1988) . Alternately Hochschild (1997) found that employees spent more time at work since it was more rewarding than spending time at home. Jacobs et al. (1998) found that long working hours were due to the high human capital value of high status workers and thus like any piece of capital with a high investment, maximizing usage is preferred. Maume and Bellas (2001) found support for Schor 's and Jacobs' et al. (1998) contentions.
Work hours preferences
Notwithstanding these findings, the increased work hours may only mean that is what people are rationally choosing to do. The evidence regarding individuals preferences for working or other activities is not clear.
Knowledge work often has a lot of intrinsic appeal and the higher wages mean that the opportunity cost of not working is higher. Most of the work hours preference data comes out of surveys rather than from academic studies. This would suggest that increased working hours are beneficial to both parties (employer and employee).
Surveys of individuals' work hours preferences show mixed results. Statistics Canada found that most people are satisfied with the amount of time they spend at work (66%), while 27% would choose to work longer hours, and only 6% would choose to work shorter hours (Drolet et al., 1997) . Golden (1996) found a more even split between overworked and underworked individuals, while others found a greater preference for reduced working hours (Families and Work Institute, 1998; Jacobs et al., 1998; Lee, 1995) . Some workers are thought to prefer longer hours at work since the work environment is more rewarding than the home environment (Hochschild, 1997) .
A Fast Company-Roper survey found contradictions within the same group of respondents (1999). While 88% said it was possible to find a balance between work and non-work if one wanted to, 50% said that they didn't in fact have any control over working hours and 89% said they had to work as hard as possible in order to compete (Schwartz, 2000) . Thus, individual preferences appear confusing. The report explained part of this contradiction in the finding that career and money were very important for this group. Thus while the group feels that they have little choice but to work, the unspoken or more complete explanation may be that they feel 'no choice to work, if they want to have career success. ' George (1997) concurs suggesting that while most individuals on the surface are satisfied with their current work boundaries, with reflection they would prefer to want less, and thus be able to work less, seeing other areas of life which would be more satisfying if only more time were spent on them.
However mixed results may reflect individuals' limited awareness of the possibility of choosing different work routines. In cases where workers have been forced to give up steady overtime
shown that the first reaction is unease, partly due to the financial loss (workers had adjusted their lifestyles to the higher income) and partly due to not having other activities to fill their time.
After some time at a normal work load, these workers re-establish relationships, join clubs, attend courses, and take up hobbies. When asked to work overtime again, the response this time is reluctance to go back to what they were previously reluctant to give up (Gorz, 1989; Wilson, 1998) . One of the steps to voluntary work reduction, an aim of the voluntary simplicity movement, is to raise individual awareness of the net costs and benefits of work (Dominguez & Robin, 1992; Rothenberg, 1995) .
These mixed results suggest that it is necessary to take a more in-depth look at how individuals see their personal involvement in the construction of organizational boundaries and to see how they take into account organizational control. The respondents seem to want to hold opposite positions: that they have freedom to choose how much they work, but that they have to work long hours in order to have a good career. If a 'good career' is the only alternative they can
imagine then it appears they don't really feel they have the freedom. Alternately, they may have considered the choice between having a good career or not and freely chosen the long work hours as the necessary sacrifice necessary to attain that goal. The shortcoming however is that the surveys ask people to make choices where, first, they may have little understanding of the alternatives, second, they may feel they have no choice (and may not take the question seriously), and third, they may be economically dependent in the short run on their current level of wages, but in the long run prefer something else. (I have found similar ambiguous responses when discussing working hours preferences with students.)
Normative control and instrumental are not mutually exclusive and in fact tend to support each other. While normative control is increasing in handling complex tasks, instrumental control plays a bigger role in managing peripheral activities (Leifer and Mills, 1996) It is here that this research, through a deeper questioning of individual choices and actions will examine how individuals perceive the various organizational controls (or normative forces)
affecting their perceptions of temporal boundary control and the degree to which they are aware of these normative influences.
Organizational control
The modern organization is situated in a competitive context where the primary objective is to maximize efficiency in order to stay in the market. Given that markets are imperfect, there is generally some room for slack or temporary economic rents, but it appears that this slack is being diminished with more global trade and ease of access to knowledge. Organizational control is the means by which organizations encourage or compel their constituent members to work towards the organizations' objectives even when they are in conflict with their own individual objectives.
Traditionally organizations have relied on instrumental controls, but in the modern organization, normative control is increasingly being used. Instrumental organizational control relies on exchange, coercion, monitoring, and rules and procedures to ensure compliance with organizational goals. Individuals may not see their interests being coincident with the organization's, but they see their interests being served as well as possible through the exchange (Hodson, 1995) .
However as organizational tasks become more complex, as is typical in knowledge work, it becomes difficult to create procedures in advance of carrying out the task and to properly evaluate the results after the fact. The individual, by necessity, has more autonomy in 
Organizational power
Compliance with organizational control depends on the power relationship between the organization and the individual. Where the organization is in a relatively powerful position, there will be relatively more compliance with organizational interests wherever there may be potential conflict. In this section I look at the literature on organizational power in three forms, resource power, process power, and normative power (Lukes, 1974) . I am placing more emphasis on normative power since it parallels the normative control that this research proposal is designed to investigate.
Resource power. In this aspect of power, the relationship is governed by resources that each party possesses and that the other party desires. In addition to desirability, each party's resources may be substitutable by others who can provide the resource. This leads to the following strategies of increasing dominance or reducing subordination (Emerson, 1962 ):
• Increase the desirability, the value of one's resource to others (e.g. increase expertise, increase one's stock of rewards)
• Decrease the substitutability of one's resource to others (e.g. prevent other experts from be available, prevent other from rewarding those you have relations with)
• Decrease the desirability of the other's resource (e.g. reduce expense to reduce the need for additional income)
• Increase the substitutability of the other's resource (e.g. make contact with more experts, find other methods of attaining your goals that make use of others resources)
In the workplace resource power is evident in the discretion of managers to award or deny bonuses or promotions and to provide ongoing work. Individuals can take measures as well to increase their power over (or lessen their dependence on) the organization. Market conditions for labor can be an external factor that also affects the power relationship increasing the substitutability of either labor or employers.
Process power. Process power is the use of regulations and procedures to forestall the ability to negotiate over conflicting goals Baratz, 1962, 1963) . In this case conflicting goals may exist and be acknowledged, but without a mechanism for negotiating a compromise, the individual is forced to accept the organizational demands or withdraw. For instance an organization may have a non-negotiable policy on work hours or vacation policies. These may be established for the convenience and efficiency of managing a large workforce. Regulations and procedures may be framed as neutral or efficient, but their nature reflects the interests of those who created them. After the fact, they may stand impersonal and difficult to challenge.
Certainly organizational regulations and procedures remove discretion from managers as well as subordinates, but this removal of discretion can benefit the manager by allowing responsibility for difficult decisions to be passed on the impersonal regulations.
Normative power. This form of power, what Lukes (1974) termed the "third dimension of power" or Hardy (1985) termed unobtrusive power, works by providing models of appropriate behavior that the individual accepts as their own. The individual comes to accept these models due to their embeddedness and persistence in organizational culture and socialization processes and in wider social norms. Since these practices and norms are persistent and held by the dominant party, they are considered legitimate and examination of alternative arrangements is not even considered. The individual then becomes essential self controlling. Critical theory contends that the individual's adoption of organizational goals as their own is due to a false consensus, since the organizational goals may conflict with their own interests, however in adopting the organizational goals, the individual suppresses their recognition of their own interests (Alvesson and Deetz, 1996; Hardy and Clegg, 1996) .
From this perspective some of the intrinsic value individuals attribute to their work and organizational sphere can be seen as falsely created. For instance, organizations may seek to provide a culture which emphasizes values such as 'working as a team' or 'being family' (Casey, 1999; Peters & Waterman, 1984) , they may seek to make work more fulfilling through empowerment or job enrichment (Hackman & Oldham, 1976) , or they may encourage the view that work is a calling or is sacred (Weber, 1930) . Popular business writing also provides a romantic, even heroic, view of work, raising the significance of organizational activities relative to others. All of these initiatives can make the experience of work more satisfying for the individual in carrying out their necessary tasks. However, the creation of meaning in work also serves to place more emphasis on the organizational domain as the primary one in which to find satisfaction in one's life.
Power and compliance
Given that there is potential conflict between organizational and individual interests and that the weight of tradition, legitimacy, and coordinated action will generally favor the interests of the organization, there will still be variety in how individuals comply with or resist organizational demands. In Perlow's (1998) study of an engineering team designing a printer, there were varying degrees of resistance and compliance. More compliant workers would return to the office during a vacation if asked. Resistors would refuse to come in on weekends or find ways to avoid staying late. Some found strategies to legitimize their resistance (e.g., family needs) or to put a favorable light on their resistance (e.g. "a temporary situation"). Nevertheless, resistors were generally aware that they were less likely to get good evaluations, which would lead to higher salaries, bonuses, or promotions. Even within individuals, compliance could vary over time. A manager one day would rationalize his decision to leave early and the next day feel regret (even shame) about doing so. Bradshaw & Wicks (1997) showed that individuals could go through periods of compliance and resistance marked by changing levels of consciousness of their organizational situation. In this case, feminist consciousness provided the stimulus to at least consider challenging the status quo.
Much of the resistance literature is based on studies of unionized or factory workplaces.
Collinson () noted that resistance increases with managerial control. However Hodson (1999) found that there was no relationship between the type of organizational control and employee resistance. This would suggest that in higher level positions, where control is both less obtrusive and also less enacted, that workers would see less reason to resist (it is less likely you will resist if satisfied) and resist in less obvious ways. Wicks (1997) is the only study to examine the individual's awareness of organizational control. However, the sample group, university professors, are a group who are likely more prone to reflecting on issues of organizational power, especially at the level discussed in this proposal. In this research I hope to discover other forms of consciousness (beyond feminist consciousness) inform individuals' understandings of organizational control.
Temporal organizational boundary control
This research focuses on the temporal organizational boundary as the domain of interest. As noted above, work consume a major portion of our waking lives. Organizations generally seek more of an individuals time since to a large degree working time is the factor upon which performance is evaluated (Perlow, 1998 ) Perlow (1997 examined the concept of boundary control in knowledge work. She defined temporal boundary control as "managers' ability to affect how employees divide their time between their work and nonwork spheres of life." The reason temporal boundary control is important is that it is difficult for managers to direct and evaluate the complex tasks to be performed. The tasks cannot be easily standardized or specified in advance, they often involve teamwork, and their effectiveness cannot often be determined immediately. Rather the knowledge worker is given more autonomy in determining how to do the task and in evaluating whether the task has been done well. Given that managers have difficulty evaluating the value of the work itself, they will tend to at least encourage more work rather than less. Thus managers will find ways to "cajole, encourage, coerce, or otherwise influence the amount of time employees physically spend in the workplace" (Perlow, 1998) .
Given unlimited organizational demands for more output (Coser, 1974; Kanter, 1977) managers will try to expand the organizational boundaries, rather than focus on other ways of increasing output. Since output control is less viable for this type of work, organizations will tend to control through more subtle means such and requiring shows of commitment and intrinsic satisfaction with work (Kunda, 1992) . Perlow (1998) found that managers controlled their subordinates' time by imposing demands (e.g. setting meetings and deadlines), by monitoring (e.g. checking up on them), and by modeling expected behavior (e.g., working long hours themselves). Subordinates time can also be controlled through entrenching organizational cultural values and through enacting professional or sector norms.
Boundary control need not be imposed by managers and organizational standards. Control may be imposed by the group. In the case of a work group given autonomy to decide on work design and intensity, they established rules and norms that were just as controlling as the one's the company had imposed on them under the old system (Barker, 1993) . When team monitoring is combined with traditional accounting control or monitoring, the organizational control autonomy may be reduced even further (Sewell, 1998; Ezzamel and Willmott, 1998) . Only where management surveillance is reduced or poorly implemented is resistence to organizational control likely (Kinlay and Taylor, 1996) .
Control may be imposed on oneself. In a case where workers began to work from home after a reorganization, workers replicated the organizational boundaries from the office (Brocklehurst, 2001 ). For instance, separating the work area from the rest of house, getting dressed in 'work'
clothes, setting start and finish times. To some degree the control was not imposed by the company that only occasionally checked up on people by phone to see that they were at their stations.
My work builds on Perlow (1998) concept of boundary control, but rather than looking at how managers impose control on subordinates, I will be looking at how the subordinates, in this case knowledge workers, come to make sense of these various controls and thus negotiate and socially construct their own organizational boundaries.
Making sense of boundary control
While the literature has discussed how organizations attempt to impose their goals through boundary control and while the power literature shows that there are different ways that individuals are subjected to organizational power, the individual still has a degree of freedom in selecting their hours of work. For knowledge workers, there aren't likely to be time clocks or even a regular start end time. Supervision is likely to be incomplete. Even the geographic location is unlikely to signify a sharp boundary.
The question is then how do knowledge workers make sense of the various attempts to control and expand organizational boundaries and how do they construct their boundaries.
Organizations may attempt to impose greater boundary control, but these efforts will not be uniformly experienced and accepted by the individuals. Individuals will construct their own boundaries, albeit built from the 'material' (controlling influences) taken from managerial behavior, organizational culture, and professional and societal norms. Perlow (1998) noted that managers used modeling, monitoring, setting tasks as methods of control. However, how does the subordinate perceive managerial control.
Workers may react to boundary controls with ambivalence (Gabriel, 1999) . The imposition of a TQM culture espousing values of "family" and "team" left people feeling anxious and confused (Casey, 1999) . Employees were happy to see the company stress family and team work; they felt it made them better employees and better people. Yet at the same time many of these same individuals expressed negative attitudes toward the long hours and domination of the organization. Similarly accountants in transitioning from a professional to a managerial form of practice felt both pride in fulfilling newly set objectives, yet at the same time felt highly stressed by the new demands (Covaleski, 1998) . In a government department, the change in culture to a more business-oriented practice focused on the acceptance of and resistance to the new language (Oakes et al., 1998) . Nippert-Eng (1996) found that organizational and private lives overlapped to some degree and thus boundaries were ambiguous. Work is brought home (the computer, the briefcase) and the home is brought into the workplace (personal calls on company time, family photos on the desk).
In some cases individuals carefully negotiate these boundaries, keeping the two domains separate. For others, there is more integration and by times confusion over which domain they are occupying at the moment. In one example, a supervisor reprimands an employee for speaking out during a work break against the company, but waits until break time is over to speak, thus acknowledging a type of boundary between work and non-work. To the worker it isn't important that he criticized the company while on break or not, believing that his opinions are not something the company has dominion over during his time or company time.
Environmental changes affecting organizational boundaries
Organizational boundaries were once better defined. Temporally, work would begin and end at defined hours (e.g. a 9-to-5 job). In some cases workers had to record the time they started and ended a shift (e.g. punching a clock). In a highly regulated environment, even break times would be defined by contract. The geographic boundaries were marked by the office door. Other markers of the work domain include special work clothing and the use of specialized equipment.
In modern organizations these boundaries are less well defined. Today, greater autonomy and less supervision mean that workers have more freedom in setting when and how they work.
Employee friendly work practices such as work-sharing and flex-time mean that start and end times are fluid.
Aiding the softening of work boundaries are technological changes which allow more work to be conducted outside of the office. Wireless phones and pagers allow, and sometimes require, employees to be in continuous contact with their organization or clients. Cheaper and faster telecommunications and increased use of portable computers and other devices allows work to be done from home or other remote locations more readily. All of this is accompanied by greater social acceptance of the use of such technologies (doing business on the phone while driving; being available around the clock with a pager). As well the equipment (computers, wireless devices) are no longer seen as just tools of the workplace, but are used for leisure as well.
What this means is that contemporary knowledge workers have much less definite organizational boundaries than do workers in other occupational sectors, but also less than their counterparts did a generation before.
Boundaries
The contested of interest is the temporal organizational boundary. Boundaries are constructed to limit the domain of an individual or a group. Kreiner (2002) proposes that there are external boundaries defining the limits of an individual or a group and internal boundaries defining domains within the individual or group. In referring to the temporal organizational boundary, I
am referring to the domain within the individual that is identified with organization and its tasks.
Boundaries can be physical, temporal, or cognitive. Physical organizational boundaries could be limited to the office where one works, however, for many it is common to take work outside the office, in a car, in a hotel, or to home. Thus physical boundaries can be variously well-defined or poorly defined. Temporal boundaries could be well defined if there is a regular beginning and ending time (e.g. nine-to-five, a 40-hour week), but flex-time arrangements, extensive overtime, or just a lack of regular working hours indicate poorly defined working hours.
Home workers often replicate the workplace boundaries at home by establishing regular working hours and setting aside a part of the house for work only (Brocklehurst, 2001 ).
Organizational boundaries have properties of flexibility and permeability (Clark, 2002) .
Flexibility refers to the whether the individual can set their own hours for arriving and leaving.
Flex-time arrangements where individuals must be present for core hours but have discretion within a few hours would represent a middle level of flexibility. Permeability refers to how easily non-work activities can be carried out in the workplace or how easily workplace activities can be carried out outside of the workplace and working hours. For example, can one take calls from friends or book personal appointments while at work. On the other hand, permeability can also mean that one's non-work life is easily interrupted by work requests.
As noted previously, boundaries between work and other domains can be highly integrated or highly segregated. Nippert-Eng (1998) also found that individual struggled with the issue of segregating domains, but sometimes failed.
Knowledge workers
Knowledge work is an important domain for study for the following reasons. First, knowledge work is generally complex, non-routine and generally difficult to codify into standard procedures. This means that the task is difficult to prescribe in advance and to evaluate afterward. Thus normative control becomes an important means of controlling the work (Thompson, 1967; Dornbusch and Scott, 1975; Zald, 1970) . Second, knowledge workers have relatively higher economic security, thus are less dependent economically on their organizations.
Thus the contest over establishing the temporal organizational boundary is a meaningful contest (as opposed to a completely one-sided contest where the individual was completely dependent on the organization). Thirdly, knowledge workers generally work in an environment where organizational boundaries are poorly specified. Thus the boundaries have two properties of interest in examining this contest over boundary control: the boundaries are not necessarily apparent (high permeability) and they are fairly flexible.
The interest in this study arises out of the rising working hours among knowledge workers.
Knowledge workers constitute a growing and significant part of the labor force. Some characteristics of knowledge work is that it involves the transformation of knowledge, it is nonroutine, and it requires higher education. It includes professionals, consultants, technologists, scientist and managers (Schultze, 2000) . Workers in knowledge industries, defined as industries that conduct a higher than average level of research and development, and in which the professionals and engineers are a large part of the work force" (Drolet & Morissette, 2002) constitute 7% of the overall workforce.
Critical theory perspective
It is necessary to look at the critical theory perspective since my approach is to take the perspective of the individual in his or her engagement with organizational control. A positivistic approach to organizational control would celebrate control as a tool to achieving greater productivity. This study is based on critical theory assumption that individual consciousness is dominated by organizational ideologies which create a false consciousness, preventing individuals from finding true human fulfillment (Burrell & Morgan, 1979) . The objective in critical theory is to reveal the domination of certain groups over other groups or individuals as unnatural in hopes that the subordinated parties will find emancipation from this unobtrusive domination.
Critical theory assumes that organizations are to able suppress conflict and even the awareness of conflict between individual and organizational goals. This contrasts with the traditional view of power as being based on relative resource dependence.
The discussion of work hours preferences in an earlier section is relative to this discussion, since the ambiguity in people's expressions of preferences, suggests that individuals do not fully explore the possibility of alternatives to long working due to the social and organizational norms which they have accepted.
Critical theory critique of organizational power
There are four main themes in the critique of organizational power from the critical theory perspective: the naturalization of the social order, managerial privilege, instrumental reasoning, and hegemony (Alvesson and Deetz, 2002) .
Naturalization of the social order refers to the ways in which societal norms are often taken for granted and given status as belonging to the natural order of human relations. Critical theory notes that societal norms often reflect the interests of the dominant powers and thus are not neutral or natural at all. For employees of modern organizations the acceptance of organizational values and objectives, which may be in conflict with their own, can be justified by this appeal to the natural order.
Managerial privilege refers to the way modern organizations tend to follow a hierarchical process of decision making. Those at the top of the organization are given the power to determine the goals (and the process for setting those goals) for the organization. Nominally this is on behalf of the owners of the organization, but with multiple ways to serve owner interests there is much room for discretion. Often these goals are legitimated by the more widely accepted criteria of maximizing firm profit (Lukacs, 1971; Giddens, 1979) . The lack of workplace democracy, participation programs aside is rarely questioned.
Instrumental reasoning
Instrumental Stablein and Nord, 1985; Alvesson and Willmott, 1992; Jermier, 1998) . For instance, Dickson's (1984) study of implementing worker participation, found that participation was limited and in fact increased managerial control. The current trend to bringing business models (along with the culture and language) to government and non-profit agencies is an example of trying to extend the efficiency imperative. A study of a government agency introducing business models, culture and language to its operations, led to the employees having reduced autonomy, being now under the control of annual plans and objectives that had been legitimated by the new business model (Oakes et al.) .
Hegemony
Hegemony refers to the way the values of the dominant group become embedded in everyday life to such an extent that they are not questioned, and thus taken as natural. Social arrangements and laws tend to reinforce these assumptions. The dominant values aren't necessarily wrong but they are seen as unchallengeable and as representing the best interests of all in society. Through constant reinforcement of the dominant value, individuals adopt the value as their own, even though it may not reflect their own best interests. (Burawoy, 1979; Kunda, 1992; Clegg, 1989 .)
The use of corporate culture as a normative control mechanism represents a more local (organizational and group level) form of this embedding of dominant values. Individuals are seen as complicit in their own domination (Jermier, 1985; Knights and Wilmott, 1987; Rosen 1985) . While organizational culture has been recognized as an effective control mechanism by mainstream writers (e.g. Peters and Waterman) the critical theory perspective is concerned with the co-optation of the individuals interests. As Willmott (1993) notes "under the guise of giving more autonomy to the individual than in organizations governed by bureaucratic rules, corporate culture threatens to promote a new, hyper-modern neo-authoritarianism which is more insidous and sinister than its bureaucratic predecessor".
To take a critical theory view is to question the apparently objective basis for individual's attitudes towards and choices regarding organizational life compared with other life spheres. (Casey, 1999 ) study felt their lives were improved by the new work culture.
The point is that socially constructed work values, work ethics, organizational cultures may also create a false consensus whereby the individual finds meaning predominately in their work and in service to the organizational goals when finding meaning and serving goals in other domains would likely be more in their interests.
Limits to emancipation
An aim of critical theory is to raise awareness of normative control so that the individual becomes aware of what are generally unobtrusive controls and reflects on his or her own complicity in accepting organizational control. However, Alvesson & Willmott (1992) suggest that there may be limits to the degree to which individuals indeed desire emancipation from the constraints of organizational life. First, the normative control systems are so deeply embedded in everyday life that it is difficult to become aware of them and to view them as being anything about natural. Secondly, there is the risk that up on challenging certain taken for granted assumptions, the individual will not be able to deal with the contradictions embedded in the way the have practiced life, or they may not be able to give up the rewards that the system provides.
They may willingly prefer the constraints of organizations and wish to suppress thoughts that contradict their existing self image. Jermier (1998) notes how we "celebrate efficiency" because of the good life it provides, yet "struggles for control, which more fundamentally enable these lifestyles (at least for some percentage of the citizenry) are ignored or viewed with embarrassment (p.??).
I hope that a better understanding of how individuals do perceive organizational control, will help to address this issue. It is possible that the critical theoretical perspective is correct and individuals are co-opted, unaware into reducing the priority of their own interests. However it is also possible that individuals up examination of the alternatives, gladly accept unobtrusive organizational control.
Conclusions
The context of this proposed study is changing work conditions due to social and technological change that give rise to more flexible and less defined organizational boundaries. Within this environmental change, knowledge workers have relatively high organizational autonomy and economic freedom, yet find their temporal organizational boundaries generally being expanded or at least being maintained at a high level.
Previous research has shown how organizations exert control through managerial action (Perlow, 1998) , or through imposition of organizational cultural values (Peters et al., 1984) , how individuals become aware of and resist organizational controls (Bradshaw et al., 1997; Casey, 1999) , and how individuals can impose organizational controls on themselves (Barker, 1993 )(Ezamel and Willmott). We also know that putting in time is an important part of how people are evaluated, given the complexity of knowledge work and post-modern organizations (Haight, 1997; Perlow, 1998) .
The primary contribution of this research will be understanding how individuals make sense of temporal organizational boundary control. Critical theory on power (Hardy and Clegg, 1986, Lukes, 1974) suggests that individuals are unwittingly co-opted into adopting organizational values and objectives as their own, suppressing their own, possibly competing, interests.
However Alvesson and Wilmott (19??) suggest two problems with the idea of false consensus.
First, the social and organizational controls are so deeply embedded that there can only be limited awareness of them by individuals. Second, when faced with an awareness and understanding of organizational control, the individual may prefer not to be freed from it, since this can mean abandoning so much of what is held to be important to the individual. Thus some may willingly accept false consciousness over emancipation, since emancipation can be costly.
Second, while previous research (Perlow, Casey) has examined how organizational boundary control is exerted, this research will take a more subjected oriented approach. It will examine how individuals interpret the previously acknowledged forms organizational control. As I argued earlier, individuals could have a variety of interpretations of management behavior that is intended to control. It has been little studied, the degree to which individuals acknowledge and interpret organizational control.
Third, understanding how individuals create organizational boundaries is a little studied area of research (Kreiner, 2002) . Rather than Perlow (1998 ) or Casey's (1999 studies of how management exerts control in attempting enlarge temporal boundaries, this study will look at how the organizational boundaries are constructed from the perspective of the employee.
Finally it will extend the literature on work practices in knowledge work and high technology work. This is considered to be an understudied area, given the changing dynamics and growth as a sector (Kunda and Barley) .
The key contribution to practitioners, that is the workers experiencing similar workplace conditions (e.g., high autonomy, blurred organizational boundaries, long working hours), will be a raised awareness of how organizational control, especially normative control, is interpreted. So far the best we can say is that some workers feel ambiguity (Casey, 1999) or stress (Covaleski, Oakes et al.) . An understanding of resource power allows individuals to develop strategies for managing the resources they control and the resources they require. An understanding of process power allows individuals the opportunity to press for regulatory change, given the energy, time,
and support of a critical mass of other organizational members, or allow the individual to withdraw from the organization, if he or she finds that change is impossible. However, understanding how to recognize and cope with normative control is rarely taught in business programs or written about in the popular business press. Thus in addition to raising awareness, a long term goal would be to develop strategies of negotiating with (or resisting) organizational control.
